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Regarding "Case Closed" : 






Not since the issuance of the Warren Report itself in 
September 1964 has a work supporting its conclusions 
received such massive publicity and overwhelming praise from 
the major media as that which greeted the appearance of 
Gerald Posner's Case Closed in 1993. 



This uncritical support demonstrates beyond question 
that the dominant sectors of the media still — three 
decades after the assassination remain committed to the 

official myth: Oswald was the lone - nut assassin, no 

conspiracy; and Ruby was another lone- nut assassin, no 
conspiracy. 



And yet, as virtually anyone even moderately familiar 
with his book, the evidence, and the critical literature 
knows, whatever else Posner's work may be, it is not an 
objective study. The very best that can be factually said 
of it is that it represents an expertly constructed 
prosecutor's brief. 

While I cannot know what is in Posner's mind, I believe 
his book to be, at least in effect, a massive work of 
disinformation. As such, it is certainly not the first of 
the genre. It has long been obvious to those who have been 
concerned with this question that many works of 
disinformation have appeared over the years; some supporting 
the Warren Commission's conclusions, and others ostensibly 
critical of the official line to one degree or another, but 
loaded with demonstrably false or dubious data. 



I have long since concluded that as a general rule, 
attempting to debunk in writing these spurious or suspect 
works can be a profitless and wasteful endeavor, and not 
infrequently, a fool's errand. While there have been some 
effective critiques of these books, as there have been of 
Case Closed . I am aware that researchers seriously 
interested in pursuing the truth about the assassination can 



be diverted from their task by spending an inordinate amount (of 

of time and energy in such efforts. meai 

has 

Speaking generally, and putting consideration of Case beyc 

Closed aside for the moment, it is clear that a key can 

component of the thirty-year cover-up has been the whic 

manufacture and dissemination of works of disinformation. 

The large quantity of this literature, designed as it is to 

obfuscate the truth rather than illuminate it, has been and full 

will continue to be a major impediment and deterrent to the and 

objective study of the assassination by serious researchers whet 

and historians, present and future. it t 

(Historian Michael Beschloss has stated in The Crisis 
Years that usef 

in E 

"...so much conflicting and unverifiable the} 

information and disinformation has been generated saic 

by so many intelligence services and other groups so 

for a thousand different reasons that, three ment 

decades later, it is almost impossible to imagine froir 

an explanation of the crime grounded on a single year 

coherent body of evidence that will silence all were 

but extreme critics. . .What is consistent with refu 

virtually every major serious explanation of who desp 

killed the President is that he was murdered, to argu 

one degree or another, as a result of his public l et 

policies . " ) the 

Why, then, am I writing this addendum? Basically, for 
one reason: Posner's claim that the observation by a 

California firm (Failure Analysis, Inc.) that Gov. 

Connally ' s right front jacket-lapel flares forward in 
fr.224, proves at a single stroke the Warren Commission's 
key contention that a single bullet — CE399 — caused all 
the non-fatal wounds to both victims. 

The observation that the lapel-flap flares forward in 
fr.224 is correct, and one that I was unaware of until I 
heard Posner talk about it on national T.V. in August, 1993. 

The purpose of this addendum is to carefully examine 
Posner's claims based on this observation, to determine to 
what extent they may be valid or invalid, and to what 
extent, if any, they may alter the conclusions previously 
reached in the subject essay which preceded this addendum. 

A legitimate question arises as to my own objectivity 
in this re-examination: Posner says there was no 

conspiracy, and I personally have long since passed the 
point — based on what I believe to be overwhelming evidence 
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(of which the Zapruder film is an important Dart h„<- k 
means the only element) — where the aueSlon S' but by no 
has been answered affirmatively, and irrevocabl ^^ 11307 
beyond reasonable doubt. Since that is my fTrm belief h 6 " 
can I be objective in examining this new Zapruder etid^n h ° W 
which Posner claims to prove the opposite? P evidence, 

I can only say to the reader that I will do =:o fn 
fullest extent of which I am capable; that I will 

whp+h reSSnt thS P ertinent evidence as X see it regardless of 
”? e ^ e L or no i 11 =“PP°tts my own position, and will Xave 
it to the reader to draw his own conclusions. 

lle * ® e £ ore starting this re-examination, I believe it 

in n^ii t0 ^ member that the sequence of events that occurred 
m Dealey Plaza on November 22, 1963 — the artusi d 

they unfolded - cannot be altered by anything his 

sl ld u r - d0ne Qr wrltten hy anyone since then. 5 while this is 
SO obvious as to seemingly preclude the necessity n f 
mentioning it, I have nevertheless found it worth Xcallina 
Pif “ P»e controversy has conSSSd o“r SI 
years. _ Those facts, whatever they are, remain what th PV 

ref nt .^P® 1 ^ 10113 to even the most scholarly and convincing 

despite ^the °fact° th \ . shoddil y constructed defense? 

aespite the fact that opinions may be changed bv 

arguments, in one direction or another. with this in mrtS 

,Tff tUrn t0 Po f nerrs claims; but first let us reSai 

w.ne differing conclusions of the parties: 

(1) Posner claims JFK was first struck 
immediately prior to fr.224, and that the 
exiting bullet then pierced Gov. Connallv's 
chest from back to front, causing the riqht 

° f hiS jacket to leap forward; 
and that this was the only shot to strik4 
either victim until the fr.313 head shot. 

This_ is consistent with the Warren 
Commission's position which says this shot 
struck between fr. 210-225. 

(2) The HSCA agrees with Posner/WC that until the 
head_ shot, only one other bullet struck the 
victims, but disagrees as to timing, saying 
this happened just prior to fr.189 — and 
disagreeing more fundamentally with 
Posner/WC, they also found a fourth (missed) 
snot was fired from the grassy knoll, 
therefore finding conspiracy. 

(3) My conclusions have been that JFK was first 
hit just prior to fr.189, agreeing with the 
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that he wa^ hi+- 

fr 225, agreeing with PosneStr jUSt be f°re 

but not number; and that Conn i aS to t: “- m ing 
a separate bullet durino J ly J 3S hit b ? 
^-j-sagreeing with pnc*r> ^ ^^-233—237 — — 

HSCa“ . 9 “ ith P ° s >«r. the WC, and the 

Since Posner t 

back just before f r on/ 3gree tha t JFK was strung • 

dif£ ~ in **&2 *ass«*3£ oi: 

(1) « *£‘2245: ST^StSJ; as p — -y-. 

<2) fr . 224 .. and 

SI 

says; or despite the lano! ^ JFK as Pos ner 
weught of evidence indicate hi P ' d ° es the 
3 /4 of a secoif l a t er he bv aS StrUCk 2 /3 
^llet, in the fr. 233-237 I' ^ 3 se Parate 
believed. 237 period, as I have 

P^nt/^eTcxfliS, 

behind the sign afterSl 206 1 disa PPearing 

<2 ’ --SoSSShSSSl?^ fr °" “* bight to ieft 

<3) ii»- Ve^aTnifSe ST fS « 

reaction to a shot. Zapruder's startle- 

(4) sSg tu h s s s b h y arpi / r2 t „°o. h - lf i9ht, fully 

°™n *ssi£ir 

»hen she faced hip he had i*,’ 4g , reein 9 that 
(»°re fully detailed in litiio^sLy,^ 

immediately 1 fl ii^Ung f ° ' 5 '. vhlcf ' he took 

response to the °sound a of I" ste Ua L re ? e ° x 

snot, has been 
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hav. 
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proven to be simultaneous with 
consistent with the earlier hit. 



f r . 202 , 



As- JFK emerges from behind the 

racial t“°"9 “ ch a reaction would appear to 

register distress. 11 = ' , resulted from his }ust 

errta^s^e thi/ would he a 
virtually instantaneous movement). 

, .^ 2 « -\e h rtu b ;;"toia n rd him 2 obvious ^y 1 could C not 

the - panel bU 0 /° experts 

earlier hit f 189 as the approximately point at 

unanimously picked fr.189 as rne pp 

which JFK was first hit.) 

If the evidence of a £r. 189 hit isv^d, 
agreement that JFK was | £ uo 1 P theory, since it 

SSr i 5S=S”Sf J S FK g body hits, as I believe to 

be the case . 

Examining the evidence ^ ^osner^ position that 
Connally was hit at tr. y laoel-leap itself. As 

:tlte S " 0 earner! 1 S rtad UP not noticed this prior to hearing 
Posner speak of it in 1993. 



Other observations which ^ may 
supporting Posner are as follows: 



be interpreted as 



(1) Beginning in fr. 223-224, Connally's head and 
' kJv rnrn rapidly from his right to lexr 

body turn rapi * ± this is simultaneous 

t0 ^h r the lapel-leap it would seem consistent 
W1 iS his having been hit at that point (on 
Se o£her hand, he could be reacting to the 
j 0 f the shot without having been hi 
sound o£ tne ire a different explanation 
this would requii. . cniqqpd 

for the lapel-leap, which will be discussed 

later) . 

SS o’? T. Spid burn to^rd bhe 
center without having been hit. 




